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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This paper is a good contribution to sustainable materials science. It shows how mango wood, the agricultural waste, could convert to the valued nanocellulose fibers. The current work opens an alternative yet feasible route for waste utilization and eco-material preparation
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is appropriate and informative. Nevertheless, A more descriptive and targeted title such as "Ionic Liquid-Assisted Synthesis and Characterization of Nanocellulose Fibers from Mango Wood Biomass" can be appropriate to enrich its specificity and visibility. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract could be more comprehensive if it includes the following points
1. Quantify the Crystallinity Index
2. Mention shortly why the ionic liquid process is greener
3. Make it clear your comparison statements
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is technically good in its main approach and conclusion, but several important details are missing which would support reproducibility or robustness.
1. XRD: The CI value for raw cellulose and IL-MWNC must be presented according to standard
2. The diameter distribution (range from 27.33 to 34.85 nm) requires a size distribution histogram taking into account measurement of multiple fibers
3. It is not clear what the "standard Nanocellulose" as pictured in Figures 7 and 8 is. What is the origin and how is it prepared? Without it, the comparison of temperature stability is less relevant.
4. Power and time of sonication for fibrillation are extremely important
5. Purity of Ionic Liquid (Section 2.3): The synthesis is provided, but no characterization (e.g., NMR) was reported to verify the purity and identity of the ionic liquid used in this study
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references sufficient and updated
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The language quality is suitable for scholarly communications



	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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